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OPEN SESSION: 
 

 1. Call to Order, Roll Call, and Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
 
 
 

  

 2. Public Comment. Comment and/or testimony by any member of the public will be 
limited to three (3) minutes. No action will be taken under this agenda item. 

*For 
Possible 
Action 

3. Consideration and approval of proposed Stipulated Agreement pursuant to NRS 
281A.440(8) concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion No. 14-59C, regarding 
Gerald Antinoro, Sheriff, Storey County, State of Nevada, submitted pursuant to NRS 
281A.440(2). 

*For 
Possible 
Action 

4. Consideration and approval of proposed Stipulated Agreement, including possible 
dismissal, pursuant to NRS 281A.440(8) concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion 
No. 14-64C regarding Ashok Mirchandani, Deputy Director, Nevada Department of 
Business and Industry, submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2). 

*For 
Possible 
Action 

5. Consideration and approval of proposed Stipulated Agreement pursuant to NRS 
281A.440(8) concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion Nos. 15-03C, 15-07C and 
15-08C regarding Paul Murphy, Member, Board of Directors, Fernley Swimming Pool 
District, State of Nevada, submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2).  

For 
Possible 
Action 

6. Approval of Minutes of the May 20, 2015 Commission Meeting. 

For 
Possible 
Action 

7. Election of Commission Chair and Vice Chair for Fiscal Year 2015-16, pursuant to 
NAC 281A.150. 

For 
Possible 
Action 

8. Review and possible direction regarding the requirements of NRS 281A.500 to public 
officers holding multiple offices, including clarification of the filing requirements for, 
and revision of, the Nevada Acknowledgement of Ethical Standards form, prescribed 
by the Commission under NRS 281A.500(4). 

For 
Possible 
Action 

9. Presentation on and direction for publication of Annual Report prepared by the 
Executive Director pursuant to NAC 281A.180(2). 

 

10. Report by Executive Director on agency status and operations, including:  
• Externship Program with UNLV’s Boyd School of Law. 
• Education and Outreach by the Commission. 
• Status of official website for Commission. 
• Year-end RFO update and Opinion status. 
• Budget report and other Fiscal Year-end matters. 

 
11. Legislative Updates on certain Bills adopted in the 2015 Legislative Session of the 

State of Nevada, relating to operations of public agencies and public officers, including 
the informal codification of AB 60, relating to Ethics in Government Law. 

 
12. Commissioner Comments on matters including, without limitation, future agenda 

items, upcoming meeting dates and meeting procedures.  No action will be taken 
under this agenda item. 
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RFO No. 14-64C (Mirchandani) 

 

Exhibits to the RFO 
Have been Intentionally Omitted 
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Vegas Valley Law, LLC 

6130 Elton Avenue  Las Vegas, NV 89107 
Ph: 483-7008  E-Mail: John@MyLawyerLV.com 

 
 
State of Nevada Commission on Ethics                                       12/16/14 
704 W. Nye Lane, Suite 204 
Carson City, NV 89703 
 
Attn:  Jill Davis 
Re:  Third Party Request for an Opinion Regarding the Conduct of Ashok Mirchandani 
 
Dear Ms. Davis, 
 

As you are aware, Mr. Mirchandani has retained our firm to represent him in response to a complaint 
filed with the Ethics Commision by Madeline Bravo-Pritchard.  Having reviewed the documents attached to the 
Request for an Opinion, we find Ms. Pritchard’s allegations to be vague, disorganized and poorly supported.  In 
addition, because of the presentation, it is difficult to directly link the allegations raised against Mr. 
Mirchandani to the specific statutes the commission believes he may have violated.  Consequently, in the 
interest of ensuring that we have adequately responded to all of your questions and concerns, we request that 
you meet with us again after reviewing our response, to discuss these issues before concluding your 
investigation. 

 
We believe the allegations raised by Ms. Bravo-Pritchard fit into 13 overarching categories, and have 

organized our response accordingly as follows.  In reviewing these responses, please pay careful attention to the 
exhibits, as several of them consist of multiple pages and are referenced in this document more than once. 
 

I. Allegation:  Mr. Mirchandani failed to disclose to NAHAC that he was a board member of 
Home Means Nevada (HMN) 

 
Response: The allegation is false.  The Board and staff of NAHAC were always aware of Mr. 
Mirchandani’s role with HMN.  In fact, for two months HMN was located inside NAHAC’s offices.  In 
addition, updates on the status of HMN were given at every NAHAC board meeting 
 
Mr. Mirchandani was not named as a board member of HMN until May of 2014, when the organization 
began ramping up to launch the Home Retention Program (prior to that the program was dormant).  Mr. 
Mirchandani disclosed his appointment at the next NAHAC board meeting in June of 2014 (see minutes, 
attached as Exhibit 1).  At the same meeting, he recused himself from all NAHAC board decisions 
involving HMN.  Id 
 
At the following board meeting (7/23/14), Mr. Mirchandani removed himself as NAHAC’s Chairman of 
the Board on a temporary basis, citing potential conflicts, and giving himself time to resolve them before 
resuming his duties as Chair.  See July meeting minutes, attached as Exhibit 2.   
 
Hence, in addition to disclosing his positions on both boards to NAHAC, Mr. Mirchandani took 
affirmative steps to avoid and/or resolve any potential conflicts arising from his membership on both 
boards. 



II. Mr. Mirchandani failed to disclose to UST that he was working on the Home Retention 
Programs for both NAHAC and Home Means Nevada 
 

Response:  The allegation is false.  Disclosure occurred multiple times. 
 
The Business Plan for Home Means Nevada states that the Deputy Director of the Department of  
Business and Industry will serve as a board member.  This was also disclosed to UST by Bruce Breslow 
in a 3/19/13 e-mail (attached as Exhibit 3). 
 
While positioning NAHAC and HMN to receive hardest hit funds, Mr. Breslow and Mr. Mirchandani 
participated in numerous telephone conference calls with UST, and in particular with Mr. McArdle, 
during which Mr. Mirchandani’s roles in both organizations were discussed with specificity. 
 
In August of 2013, Mr. Breslow and Mr. Mirchandani traveled to Washington DC for a CDFI Training 
Conference.  During their trip, they met with UST representatives, including Mark McArdle, Erin 
Quinn, and other UST officials to report on the status of NAHAC, HMN and the Home Retention 
Program.  Mr. Mirchandani’s roles in both organizations were disclosed and clearly understood by 
everyone in the meeting.  
 
Finally, in January or February of 2014, Timothy Bowler, Mark McArdle and Erin Quinn from UST met 
with Mr. Mirchandani in NAHAC’s boardroom to discuss both organizations.  The meeting is 
referenced in the February 2014 minutes from the NAHAC board. (See Exhibit 4) 

 
III. Question:  Did a conflict of interest arise when Mr. Mirchandani was named as Chairman of 

NAHAC, because the position gave him the ability to direct Hardest Hit Funds resources to the 
Home Retention Program, and away from other programs? 

 
Response:  No.  Mr. Mirchandani did not have a private or personal interest in the Home Retention 
Program, so there was no incentive to favor the program over any others.  Mirchandani was an officer of 
Home Means Nevada solely by virtue of his position as the Deputy Director of the Nevada Department 
of Business and Industry (B&I).   
 
Likewise, Mr. Mirchandani was only involved with NAHAC because the Director of B&I (Bruce 
Breslow) asked him to take over the organization and also address issues raised in the 2013 UST audit of 
NAHAC, to prevent Nevada’s share of the Hardest Hit Funds from being revoked due to noncompliance 
with federal guidelines governing use of the funds.   
 

Note:  In January and February of 2013, UST performed a compliance audit of NAHAC, 
reviewing the period of Oct 1, 2011 – December 31, 2012.  Auditors identified 23 areas in which 
corrective actions were needed (See Exhibit 5).  Less than 2 months after Mirchandani was 
named as Chair of NAHAC, a follow-up compliance review was performed.  Only four of the 23 
concerns remained, and progress was noted in addressing the remaining concerns.  (See Exhibits 
6-7) 

                           
In addition to the aforementioned, it should be noted that: 
 

• NAHAC implemented the Home Retention Program as approved by UST, and modeled the 
program after a similar program in Florida (at UST’s recommendation)  See e-mail from Erin 
Quinn, attached as Exhibit 8.  This was not a program that Mr. Mirchandani pushed in his role as 
Chair of NAHAC; and 
 



• As Chair, Mr. Mirchandani removed $35 million from the Home Retention Program to fund a 
different program called Help at Last.  This is clear evidence that Mirchandani displayed no bias 
towards the Home Retention Program.  See Exhibit 9 

 
• Funds that were allocated to the Home Retention Program were approved by the legislature, 

following Bruce Breslow’s  recommendation and set aside for that purpose before Mirchandani 
was named as Chair.  Hence, he had nothing to do with the decision to direct the funds towards 
the HRP.  See newspaper articles, attached as Exhibit 10) 

 
Finally, there was no conflict because after the funds were allocated,  NAHAC and HM N were close 
strategic partners in running the program.  Thus, the interests of both organizations were aligned. 

 
IV. Allegation: A conflict was created when Mr. Mirchandani was named as a board member of 

both NAHAC and HMN, because if Mirchandani had favored the Home Retention Program 
over other HHF programs, HMN could have benefitted from the favoritism. 

 
 Response: The allegation is purely hypothetical.  It is true that an apparent conflict could exist.  This is  

exactly why, following the formalization of HMN’s board, Mr. Mirchandani temporarily removed 
himself as the chairman of NAHAC at the 7/23/14 board meeting. 

 
Mr. Mirchandani had applied for a position as director of DETR, and believed, based on the interview, 
that his hiring was imminent.  Had Mr. Mirchandani gotten the DETR job, he would have left B&I, 
causing him to be removed from his position at HMN.  Mr. Mirchandani could then have resumed his 
duties as Chair of NAHAC with the conflict having been resolved. 
 
Mr. Mirchandani intended to resign from the NAHAC board if the DETR job went to someone else, 
because he would have remained at B&I and continued to serve on the board of HMN.   
 
Ultimately, Mr. Mirchandani resigned from NAHAC before an announcement was made by DETR, 
when he learned that there were accusations of impropriety with regard to his roles at HMN and 
NAHAC.  Mr. Mirchandani’s resignation in September of 2014 eliminated any apparent conflicts. 
 
As noted in our response in Section III of this memorandum, even if apparent conflicts existed by virtue 
of Mr. Mirchandani serving in both organizations, his conduct demonstrates there were no actual 
conflicts.  The allegation that Mr. Mirchandani was biased towards HMN is belied by the fact that he 
followed the UST’s recommendations and instructions with regard to implementing the Home Retention 
Program, and he removed a substantial amount of money from the program to benefit a different 
program.  
 
Lastly, it should be emphasized that Home Means Nevada was the only state non-profit organization that 
ever sought to obtain funds from NAHAC for the Home Retention Program, which is a state run 
program, approved by the legislature.   The idea that HMN received preference over other potentially 
competing organizations is patently false.  No other organizations existed in Nevada that offered the 
same services as HMN or met the guidelines set forth by UST. 
 

V.  Allegation: Mr. Mirchandani improperly used Hardest Hit Funds to pay Home Means Nevada’s costs 
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani admits some Home Means Nevada Costs were paid using Hardest Hit 
Funds.  However, use of the funds was not improper, and was expressly approved by the United States 
Treasury as a line item in the budget designed to develop strategic partners for NAHAC. 
 



As of the 11th Amendment, NAHAC’s budget included a line item of more than $500K for “Key 
Business Partners.”  In an August 7, 2013 e-mail presenting the budget (attached as Exhibit 11), Robert 
Skinner disclosed the amount to UST and stated it was for “initial Home Retention Program activities.”  
UST approved the budget with the line item intact.  Skinner also sent e-mails to Mr. Mirchandani 
explaining the purpose of the line item and potential uses.  See Exhibit 12 
 
Skinner’s explanation was consistent with instructions Mr. Mirchandani and Bruce Breslow received 
from UST.   
 
Mark McArdle from UST previously advised Mr. Breslow and Mr. Mirchandani that because NAHAC 
was not authorized to purchase bank notes, funds for the Home Retention Program would have to be 
passed by NAHAC to a third party.  Mr. McArdle stated the third party could be a subcontractor or 
“whatever organization you designate.”  (See 3/20/13 e-mail, attached as Exhibit 13)  HMN was chosen 
to fill the role designated by UST because of its existing state nonprofit designation, and because it was 
created and overseen by B&I. 
 
As the deadline approached to begin purchasing mortgage notes, HMN lacked the resources to prepare 
for the launch of the Home Retention Program.  During numerous conference calls between Mr. 
McArdle, Bruce Breslow and Mr. Mirchandani, Breslow expressed concerns that HMN wouldn’t be 
ready in time.   
 
In response to Mr. Breslow’s concerns, McArdle suggested Breslow and Mr. Mirchandani should use 
NAHAC funds to pay the early startup costs of HRP, with the understanding the funds would be used 
for both organizations. 
 

A. Specific HMN expenses alleged to have been improperly paid using Hardest Hit Funds: 
 
1. 8/27/13- NAHAC counsel allegedly drafted employment contracts for 2 HMN employees. 

 
Response: the allegation is false.  As is indicated in the billing from Stephanie Sharp and the 
contracts (See Exhibit 14) these employees were hired by NAHAC to “assist with implementation of 
the HRP Program partnership with Home Means Nevada.  They were not HMN employees.   
 

2. NAHAC allegedly paid the salaries of HMN employees. 
 
Response: the allegation is false.  See e-mail from Mr. Mirchandani to Connie Johnson on August 
26, 2013 (attached as Exhibit 15) These were NAHAC employees; not HMN employees.  At some 
point as HRP evolved, the employees did move to HMN.  When that occurred, HMN paid their 
salaries.   
 

3. NAHAC allegedly paid HMN start-up costs, including purchasing internet domain licenses, 
computers, and office supplies for HMN, and using NAHAC’s HR consultant to recruit HMN 
employees. 
 
Response: this is true.  The expenses were part of the budget line item for “strategic partnerships.”  
As discussed previously, the use of the line item for setting up HMN was approved by UST. 
 

4. NAHAC allegedly paid for meals associated with HMN business 
 
Response: NAHAC and HMN were partners in implementing the Home Retention Program.  
Because the entities worked closely together on this program, their “business” often overlapped.  
Thus, at some meetings where meals were provided, both NAHAC and HMN business was 



conducted.  However, no meals were paid for using NAHAC’s funds at meetings where only HMN 
business was conducted.    
 

5. Mr. Mirchandani’s attendance of the 2013 Core Logic Conference was for the purpose of conducting 
HMN business, and not NAHAC business. 
 
Response: The allegation is false.  At the conference, Mr. Mirchadani met with many banks who do 
business with NAHAC, to communicate that NAHAC had begun accepting new applications again, 
and discuss the details of their participation in NAHAC programs, including in the Home Retention 
Program.  Mirchandani also met with Core Logic to discuss purchasing of housing data from Core 
Logic, and later negotiated a reduced price for Core Logic’s services. 

 
VI.  Allegation: Mr. Mirchandani used Hardest Hit funds to pay his personal expenses 
 

A. List of alleged personal expenses paid using Hardest Hit Funds: 
 
1. 7/02/13 USPS- listed as “unknown charges” in the complaint 

 
Response: The charges were for the creation of a NAHAC post office box- NAHAC wished to 
avoid having homeowners come into NAHAC’s office to drop off payments.  The post office 
box was intended to allow homeowners to mail in payments.  Robert Skinner, executive director 
of NAHAC went to the post office with Mr. Mirchandani, and Mr. Mirchandani gave Mr. 
Skinner the receipt. 
 

2. 7/03/13 Triple George Grill 
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani had lunch with Brad Beal, CEO of One Nevada Credit Union.  Mr. 
Mirchandani had invited Mr. Beal to serve as a NAHAC board member.  At the first board 
meeting, Mr. Beal discovered he would have to vote on whether to shut down the Principle 
Modification Program, which was a source of revenue to One Nevada.  Due to the conflict, Mr. 
Beal resigned from the Board (See letter, attached as EXHIBIT 16).  The purpose of the lunch 
was to thank Mr. Beal for his service, apologize for creating the conflict, and discuss NAHAC 
programs that One Nevada could participate in as a lender. 
 

3. 6/14/13 Apple Store- $727.46 listed as “unknown charges” in complaint 
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani purchased an IPad to use for conducting NAHAC business, ie wire 
transfers, e-mails, document creation, etc.  Mr. Mirchandani subsequently determined that the 
IPad was inadequate for NAHAC’s purposes.  On 6/18 the IPad was returned, and a laptop 
computer was purchased instead.   
 

4. 6/18/13 Apple Store- $379.43 listed as “unknown charges” in complaint 
 

Response:  These charges were for the purchase of a laptop computer and software that  
were used by Mr. Mirchandani to conduct NAHAC business.  A receipt was e-mailed to Howie 
Johnson (bookkeeper) on the date of purchase.  See Exhibit 17.  Upon resigning from NAHAC, 
Mr. Mirchandani returned the computer and software to NAHAC.  See Exhibit 18 
 

5. 6/30/13- Apple Store Online- unknown charges.   
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani does not recognize the charge, and it does not appear in the expense 
summary provided in the complaint.  Therefore, we are unable to respond with specificity.   



6. 8/02/13- Triple George Grill- $24.00 
 

Response: Upon information and belief, Mr. Mirchandani had lunch with Michelle Johnson, 
CEO of Financial Guidance Center, to discuss NAHAC programs and her company’s 
participation.  Information confirming this may be available on the Outlook calendar in Mr. 
Mirchandani’s office at B&I. 
 

7. 8/06/13 and 8/10/13- Southwest Airlines wifi charges ($8 each) 
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani was traveling to and from Washington DC in his capacity as the 
Deputy Director of Business and Industry.  During the flights, he worked on NAHAC business.  
See Exhibit 19; an e-mail Mr. Mirchandani sent to Bruce Breslow while traveling, indicating he 
was working on NAHAC business. 
 

8. 9/21/13- Lucille’s Red Rock- $100.80 
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani inadvertently used his NAHAC credit card to pay for a family meal.  
When Mr. Mirchandani discovered the error, he immediately disclosed it to NAHAC and 
reimbursed the expense.  SEE EXHIBIT 20 
 

NRS 281A.400(7) requires that for there to be a violation, Mr. Mirchandani’s conduct  
has to benefit a significant personal or pecuniary interest. Since Mr. Mirchandani repaid 
the charges, there were no personal or pecuniary benefits gained (and if there were, they 
were clearly not “significant.”)   

 
VII.  Allegation: Mr. Mirchandani improperly directed Madeline Pravo Pritchard and Stephanie Sharp  
        “not to meddle” in the development of NAHAC’s underwriting guidelines, so that guidelines could   
        be developed that favored HMN and conflicted with UST directives 
 

Response:  The allegation is misleading, and the characterization of Mr. Mirchandani’s actions as 
improper is inconsistent with the evidence presented in the complaint.  Bravo Pritchard was NAHAC’s 
Compliance Officer and Sharp was NAHAC’s outside counsel.  Hence, drafting NAHAC’s underwriting 
guidelines was not their responsibility.  Upon information and belief, Bravo Pritchard and Sharp 
involved themselves only so that Ms. Sharp could bill NAHAC for additional legal services. 
 
At the time when Bravo Pritchard and Sharp inserted themselves into the process, underwriting 
guidelines were already being written by Kasala Andrews; NAHAC’s Underwriting Manager.  Besides 
the costly duplication of effort created by Pritchard and Sharp, having two teams separately work on this 
project at the same time resulted in confusing, overlapping communications with UST and Wingspan 
that Mr. Mirchandani found problematic.  In addition, he noted that guidelines being proposed by 
Pritchard would have saddled NAHAC with significant and unnecessary administrative costs, including 
expenses for housing counseling services and mortgage servicer fees that HMN was already paying for. 
 
In light of his concerns, Mr. Mirchandani properly directed Amber Lopez Lasater to instruct Pritchard 
and Sharp to discontinue their activities and allow Kasala Andrews develop the underwriting guidelines.  
Mirchandani further directed that Underwriting present the proposed guidelines Pritchard to ensure 
compliance with NAHAC’s term sheet. Ms. Sharp would then have been consulted on any issues 
identified by Compliance.  See Exhibit 21. Had Ms. Pritchard done her job as instructed, instead of 
focusing on office politics, the conflicts she complains existed between NAHAC’s underwriting 
guidelines and instructions from UST would not have existed.   
 
 



VIII.  Allegation: Mr. Mirchandani failed to return his NAHAC credit card when he resigned from the  
          Board on 7/23/14 
 

Response: Mr. Mirchandani did not resign on 7/23/14.  As indicated in the minutes from the Board 
meeting, he “temporarily remove(d) himself” from the board, in order to avoid conflicts of interest.  SEE 
EXHIBIT 2.  The minutes reflect that Mr. Mirchandani intended to be restored as Chair after the bylaws 
were approved.  Hence, Kolleen Kelley was named as the new Chair on an “interim” basis only. 
 
With the exception of losing his right to vote on matters before the Board, Mr. Mirchandani’s removal 
as the Chair was not intended to be instantaneous.  The intent of the Board was for Mr. Mirchandani to 
transition out over the course of a month, giving NAHAC time to prepare for the change and transfer 
power to Ms. Kelley.  The transition was supposed to be complete in time for the August 2014 board 
meeting.  To that end, Mr. Mirchandani continued to function in many ways as a board member for 
several weeks following the 7/23/14 board meeting. 
 
As evidence of the Board’s intent, and of Mr. Mirchandani’s continuing to function as a board member 
following the 7/23/14 board meeting, see the following documents, attached hereto as Exhibit  22: 
 

• Sep 12 e-mail from Amber Lopez Lasater, indicating “it was grey as to when Ms. Kelley would 
take over as Chairman” and confirming Mr. Mirchandani’s announcement (at the 7/23 board 
meeting) that he would “transition out until the August Board meeting.”   
 

• Jul 31 e-mail from Nedra Wilson, indicating NAHAC did not yet have a bank token for Ms. 
Kelley yet, and requesting that Mr. Mirchandani release funds.  See also Mr. Mirchandani’s 
response (on the same sheet), in which he issues a directive to the Board regarding future 
releases in excess of $10K.   

 
• Aug 13 e-mail from Nedra Wilson, requesting that Mr. Mirchandani log onto the BNY Mellon 

website to authorize her as an administrator, so that she could transfer bank tokens.   
 

• Aug 20 e-mail from Mr. Mirchandani to Nedra Wilson, authorizing additional wire transfers.  
 

• Aug 27 e-mail from Nedra Wilson, confirming Mr. Mirchandani is still the authorized signer on 
NAHAC’s account with Nevada State Bank, and requesting that he authorize auditors to receive 
information about the account.   

 
• Sep 12 e-mail from Mr. Mirchandani to Kolleen Kelley, resigning from NAHAC’s board, along 

with Ms. Kelley’s response.   
 

With specific regard to the NAHAC credit card, Mr. Mirchandani did not surrender it after the 7/23/14 
board meeting because (a) he was still authorized to use the card for approved expenses during the 
transition period, and (b) NAHAC never requested that the card be returned.   
 
On 8/19/14, Mr. Mirchandani received an e-mail from Nedra Wilson indicating the card had been 
canceled.  SEE EXHIBIT 23.   Upon receipt of the e-mail, Mr. Mirchandani properly disposed of the 
credit card by destroying it. 

 
 
 
 
 



IX.  Allegation: Mr. Mirchandani failed to timely return his BNY bank token after resigning from the  
       Board on 7/23/14 
 

Response: NAHAC did not request that the token be returned until Aug 19.  (See Exhibit 23) Mr. 
Mirchandani returned the token at his next opportunity, on Aug 22.   See e-mail from Nedra Wilson on 
Sep 2, confirming the token was received (attached as EXHIBIT 24). 
 
Mr. Mirchandani did not return the token before NAHAC requested it, because NAHAC had not 
assigned a token to Ms. Kelley yet, (Exhibit 23) and the board needed Mr. Mirchandani to continue 
releasing wire transfers (during the transition) until Ms. Kelley could take over that responsibility. 

 
X.  Allegation: Mr. Mirchandani continued to charge expenses to his NAHAC credit card after he  
      resigned from the Board on 7/23/14. 
 

Response: The only credit card charges alleged to have been made after 7/23/14 were for expenses 
related to the 2014 Core Logic Conference.  Mr. Mirchandani will address all allegations of impropriety 
related to his attendance of Core Logic in Section XI of this memorandum. 

 
XI.  Allegation:  Mr. Mirchandani’s attendance of the 2014 Core Logic Conference was an unauthorized  
       expense because he resigned from the Board on 7/23/14 before traveling to the conference 
 
 Response:  Mr. Mirchandani’s attendance was approved by the Board and paid for before July 2014.   
 

As explained in Section VIII of this memorandum, Mr. Mirchandani did not resign on 7/23/14.  He only  
temporarily stepped down as a board member.  Furthermore, the intent of Mr. Mirchandani and the 
Board was for him to transition out over the course of a month, and continue functioning in a limited 
capacity until the August board meeting.  Mr. Mirchandani attended the conference near the beginning 
of the transition period, while he was still performing many of his functions as Chair.    
 
It is important to note that at the 7/23/14 board meeting, the Board knew of the impending Core Logic 
trip, and following the announcement of his temporary removal from the Board, no one made a motion 
to cancel Mr. Mirchandani’s participation in the conference, or to send another board member in his 
place. 
 
During the Core Logic conference, Mr. Mirchandani conducted NAHAC business, including holding 
meetings with Core Logic regarding the services they provided to NAHAC, meeting with 
representatives from mortgage servicers, having discussions with several national banks about 
opportunities to participate in NAHAC programs as lenders, obtaining useful information from 
organizations similar to NAHAC in CA and other states, and meeting with federal officials to discuss 
programs NAHAC was involved with, other potential programs, and how each would interface with 
federal housing regulations. 
 
Following the conference, Mr. Mirchandani voluntarily reimbursed NAHAC for the entire cost of the 
trip.  See Exhibit 25.  Although we contend it was proper for Mr. Mirchandani to attend Core Logic, this 
was done to avoid even the appearance of impropriety. 
 
Note that Mr. Mirchandani turned down an opportunity to have the Board review the Core Logic 
expenses and vote to approve them again (see Exhibit 26), as well as an offer by Bruce Breslow to have 
HMN pay for the trip.  

 
XII.  Allegation:  It was improper for Mr. Mirchandani to invite Amber Lasater to attend the 2014 Core  
         Logic Conference without Board approval, and her attendance was an upapproved expense 



 
Response:  The allegation is false.  Ms. Lasater was the Executive Director of NAHAC, and was 
responsible for all of its programs.  There were legitimate reasons for her to attend, and she worked on 
NAHAC business during the conference. 
 
Board approval was not required for Ms. Lasater to attend, for the following reasons: 
 

• NAHAC’s travel policy was for employees to be authorized by their immediate supervisors (see 
Exhibit 27).  As the Chair, Mr. Mirchandani was Ms. Lasater’s supervisor, and had authority to 
approve the expense. 
 

• NAHAC’s authority matrix gave Mr. Mirchandani purchasing powers up to $10K.  The cost of 
the travel and training Ms. Lasater obtained at the conference was within that amount. 

 
• At the June 2013 board meeting, Ms. Sharp made a motion to allow Mr. Mirchandani to make 

decisions on behalf of the board, and then bring them up at the following board meeting for 
informational purposes.  The motion was unanimously passed.  Thus, Mr. Mirchandani had the 
authority to authorize Ms. Lasater’s travel without board approval.  See Exhibit 28 

 
o Had the Board disagreed with his decision, they could have canceled Ms. Lasater’s trip at  

subsequent board meetings (they all knew she was going) but did not.  This is implicit 
evidence that the Board did approve of her attending the conference. 

 
XIII.  Allegation:  Mr. Mirchandani was the lone signatory on a NAHAC bank account at Nevada State  
          Bank that was  not disclosed to the Board 
 

Response:  This allegation apparently refers to a loan servicing account that was supposed to be  
transferred back to the Housing Division before Mr. Mirchandani was appointed as the Chairman. (see 
9/10/13 e-mails between David Heath, a NAHAC board member, and CFO of the Housing Division, and 
Tiffany Williamson, attached as Exhibit 29). 
 
Following these correspondences, Mr. Mirchandani believed the situation was resolved.  Thereafter, he 
was unaware the account still existed.  Ms. Pritchard knew of the account, because she was directed to 
assist the external auditor (Grant Thornton) to reconcile all NSB accounts as part of the 2013 external 
audit of NAHAC.  However, Ms. Pritchard never brought the account’s existence to the attention of Mr. 
Mirchandani or the Board. 
 
Ms. Pritchard not only knew of the account, but also certified the work done on the reconciliation by 
proposing that Grant Thorton be paid an extra $20K because of “all the extra work that went into the 
reconciliation.”  See Exhibit 30.  Furthermore it should be noted that during Mr. Mirchandani’s tenure 
he asked for compliance reports to be made a standing item at all board meetings, and instructed the 
compliance officer to bring all compliance matters directly to the Board’s attention.  None of the 
allegations raised in the RFO by the ethic’s commission were ever bought to the Board or shared with 
Mr. Mirchandani until the ethics commission served him with Pritchard’s compliant. 
 
Finally, it is important to note that: 
 

• The mere existence of this account is not an ethics violation.  There is no indication Mr. 
Mirchandani knew about or ever accessed the account; and  
 



• If Mr. Mirchandani had known about the account, no formal disclosure would have been 
necessary, as NAHAC received or should have received monthly bank statements on all of their 
accounts, including this one.  Clearly, as an organization, NAHAC knew about the existence of 
the account. 

 
Conclusion  
  

No ethics violations, either intentional or unintentional, were committed by Mr. Mirchandani.  The 
complaint notes that 6 Nevada statutes may have been violated: 
 

• NRS 281A.020(1) 
• NRS 281A.400(2) 
• NRS 281A.400(4) 
• NRS 281A.400(5) 
• NRS 281A.400(7); and  
• NRS 281A.400(9) 

 
To establish that a violation occurred, most of these statutes require that Mr. Mirchandani’s conduct 

benefitted a significant personal or pecuniary interest.  The statute defines “pecuniary interest” as “any 
beneficial or detrimental interest in a matter that consists of or is measured in money or is otherwise related to 
money, including, without limitation: (1) Anything of economic value; and (2) Payments or other money which 
a person is owed or otherwise entitled to by virtue of any statute, regulation, code, ordinance or contract or other 
agreement.” 
 

Mr. Mirchandani had no pecuniary interest in NAHAC or HMN.  He donated hundreds of hours of time 
with no compensation; not because of a personal interest in these organizations, but because he was directed to 
do so by his supervisor, Bruce Breslow. 
 

Evidence clearly shows that Mr. Mirchandani never violated any of these statutes.  Upon information 
and belief, the ethics complaint made against Mr. Mirchandani was made in bad faith by NAHAC’s compliance 
officer, as revenge for perceived slights to Ms. Bravo Pritchard, Gina Breslow and Stephanie Sharp.  See 
Exhibit 31 (a complaint filed by Nedra Wilson to the Consumer Affairs Unit of B&I, detailing statements Ms. 
Bravo Pritchard made to that effect).   

 
Ms. Pritchard apparently believed that Mr. Mirchandani deliberately blocked her from being hired to a 

more lucrative position, and was angry about Mr. Mirchandani’s handling of Stephanie Sharp. (When Mr. 
Mirchandani was appointed as Chair of NAHAC, Ms. Sharp was serving as both a board member and outside 
counsel.  Mr. Mirchandani forced her to choose between those roles.  Ms. Sharp chose to remain as outside 
counsel because it was a paid position.  Thereafter, Mr. Mirchandani systematically reduced NAHAC’s 
administrative costs and overhead, including unnecessary legal fees; costing Ms. Sharp’s firm tens of thousands 
of dollars).   Mr. Mirchandani does not understand the inclusion of Mrs. Breslow, as he never made any 
accusations against her, and is making none against her at this time. 
 
No violation of NRS 281A.020(1) 
 
“A public office is a public trust and shall be held for the sole benefit of the people” and “A public officer must 
commit himself or herself to avoid conflicts between the private interests of the public officer and those of the 
general public.” 
 



There can be no violation, because there was no private interest on the part of Mr. Mirchandani.  He was never 
compensated for his roles in NAHAC or HMN, and was only involved with them by virtue of his position at 
B&I (as required by HMN bylaws) and because he was ordered to take action by B&I Director Bruce Breslow.   
 
In our initial meeting with the ethics commission, it was suggested that Mr. Mirchandani did have an interest in 
benefitting HMN, because of the personal recognition he would garner if the organization succeeded.  That may 
be true.  However, if that is the case, then Mr. Mirchandani’s interests, and those of the public are not at odds.  
The success of HMN and the Home Retention program depended on two things: (1) bringing NAHAC into full 
compliance with UST guidelines, so that Nevada would not lose Hardest Hit Funds that were allocated to the 
state, and (2) helping the largest number of people possible to retain their homes.  Thus, the best way to serve 
his own interests was for Mr. Mirchandani to serve the public’s interests. 
 
While it is true that Mr. Mirchandani encountered potential conflicts of interest between HMN and NAHAC, 
the evidence in this memorandum shows that he consistently disclosed the potential conflicts and recused 
himself from decisions where appropriate to maintain his neutrality.  Mr. Mirchandani even stepped down from 
NAHAC’s board  on 7/23/14.  On that basis, there is simply no evidence to support an allegation that he 
violated the statute.   
 
No violation of NRS 281A.400(2) 
 
This statute is presumably highlighted because of accusations that Mr. Mirchandani used his position as 
NAHAC’s chair to benefit HMN or the HRP at the expense of other organizations/programs.  The accusation is 
utterly without merit, and is unsupported by a scintilla of evidence. 
 
As we have shown, the decision to fund the HRP was the legislature’s; not Mr. Mirchandani’s.  Likewise, the 
decision to use HMN as the designated non-profit to receive funds from NAHAC was made by Bruce Breslow 
as Director of B&I before Mr. Mirchandani became directly involved with HMN.  Mirchandani’s assignment 
with regard to HMN was to support Bruce Breslow (HMN’s president) in running the organization and to 
increase HMN’s ability to manage the HRP because the decision had already been made to send NAHAC funds 
to HMN.  
 
As discussed in this memorandum, no other non-profit organization ever presented itself to NAHAC to receive 
funds.  Hence, the idea that Mr. Mirchandani directed NAHAC’s resources away from other organizations to 
benefit HMN is preposterous. 
 
The idea that the Home Retention Program was given preference over other programs by Mr. Mirchandani is 
also without merit.  Money was spent as directed by the state legislature and UST.  No funding was ever taken 
from any other program to benefit HRP.  Conversely,  it was Mirchandani who spearheaded the effort to remove 
millions of dollars from the Home Retention Program (HMN’s only program) to be used elsewhere (in the Help 
at Last Program) by NAHAC.  
 
Finally and most importantly, Mr. Mirchandani had no personal or pecuniary interest in HMN.  As the evidence 
shows, he held a positon on HMN’s board only because he was the Deputy Director of B&I.  Since Mr. 
Mirchandani never used his position to secure unwarranted privileges, preferences, exemptions, or advantages 
for himself or any business organization in which he held a significant pecuniary interest, there can be no 
violation. 
 
No violation of NRS 281A.400(4) 
 
“A public officer shall not accept any salary, retainer, augmentation, expense allowance, or other compensation 
from any private source for the performance of the public officer’s or employee’s duties as a public officer or 
employee.” 



 
No violation occurred because: 
 

• Mr. Mirchandani never received compensation in any form for working at NAHAC or HMN.  Any 
moneys he was paid were to reimburse him for actual costs incurred in the performance of his duties. 
 

• If the commission decides that Mr. Mirchandani did receive compensation, there would still be no 
violation because all of NAHAC’s funding came from the Hardest Hit Funds, provided to NAHAC by 
UST.  Hence, the money was not from a “private source” as required by the statute.   
 

o If the ethics commission chooses to treat NAHAC and/or HMN as private organizations for the 
purpose of alleging that Mr. Mirchandani violated the statute, then there is still no violation, 
because Mr. Mirchandani’s role in a private organization cannot be construed as part of his “duty 
as a public officer or employee.” 

 
No violation of NRS 281A.400(5) 
 
The statute prohibits public officers from using information that is not available to the general public to further 
a significant pecuniary interest.  Having thoroughly reviewed the Complaint against Mr. Mirchandani, we can 
find no factual allegations that, even if proven true, would substantiate a claim he violated NRS 281A.400(5) 
 
No violation of NRS 281A.400(7) 
 
Upon information and belief, this statute was highlighted because Mr. Mirchandani allegedly used government 
resources to obtain personal benefits, including a laptop computer, meals unrelated to NAHAC business, and 
travel (Core Logic).   
 
The attached documentary evidence clearly shows that Mr. Mirchandani turned in the laptop computer upon 
leaving his position at NAHAC, that all meals billed to NAHAC occurred at meetings where NAHAC business 
was conducted, and that Mr. Mirchandani’s attendance of the 2013 and 2014 Core Logic conferences was both 
appropriate and approved by the Board.  Despite this, Mr. Mirchandani voluntarily reimbursed NAHAC for the 
entire cost of the 2014 Core Logic conference, thereby suffering a pecuniary loss in order to conduct NAHAC’s 
business. 
 
No violation of NRS 281A.400(9) 
 
Statutory Language:  “A public officer or employee shall not attempt to benefit a significant personal or 
pecuniary interest of the public officer or employee through the influence of a subordinate.” 
 
The complaint fails to allege sufficient facts to establish a violation.  Presumably, the statute was highlighted in 
reference to the allegation that Mr. Mirchandani removed Ms. Bravo Pritchard and Ms. Sharp from the process 
of creating NAHAC’s underwriting guidelines (to benefit HMN by circumventing UST directives). 
 
No violation occurred because: 
 

• Mr. Mirchandani had no personal or pecuniary interest in HMN.  He was not paid for his work at either 
NAHAC or HMN.  He held positions within those organizations solely because he was the Deputy 
Director of Business and Industry. 
   

• There is no evidence that Mr. Mirchandani manipulated NAHAC’s underwriting guidelines to benefit 
HMN.   



 
• There is no evidence of any motive to benefit HMN.  Removing Mr. Bravo Pritchard from the process 

of drafting the underwriting guidelines should not have had any impact on the contents, because Mr. 
Mirchandani specifically directed Underwriting to submit the proposed guidelines to Ms. Bravo 
Pritchard, so she could ensure compliance with UST directives.  If the approved directives did not 
comply with UST guidelines, it is because Ms. Bravo Pritchard failed to raise any issues concerning 
compliance until she filed the ethics commission complaint against Mr. Mirchandani.   

 
Please feel free to contact me at any time to answer remaining questions you may have, or to otherwise discuss 
the contents of this memorandum and/or the complaint.  We look forward to meeting with you again after you 
have reviewed our response. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
John Wickett, Esq. 
Vegas Valley Law, LLC 
6130 Elton Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89107 
(702) 483-7008 
John@MyLawyerLV.com 
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STATE OF NEVADA  
 

BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON ETHICS 
 

 
In the Matter of the Third-Party Request 
for Opinion Concerning the Conduct of 
Ashok Mirchandani, Deputy Director, 
Department of Business and Industry, 
State of Nevada,   
   
                                          Subject. /                                                                                
 

 
       Request for Opinion No.: 14-64C 
                                                   
                                                         
                                                        

 
NOTICE OF HEARING 

 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that the Nevada Commission on Ethics (“Commission”) 

will consider a Proposed Stipulated Agreement regarding the allegations submitted in 
Third Party Request for Opinion No. 14-64C at the following time and location: 

 
The Hearing Will Take Place: 

 
Wednesday, July 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the 

Commission is able to hear the matter, at the following location: 
 

Gaming Control Board  
1919 College Parkway 
Carson City, NV 89706 

 
 
If the Proposed Stipulated Agreement is approved, it will serve as the final Opinion 

in this matter.  If the Proposed Stipulated Agreement is not approved, the Commission 
will issue an Amended Notice of Hearing setting the date, time and location for a hearing 
to consider the matter. 
 

 
 

DATED:             June 29, 2015     /s/ Tracy L. Chase  
 Tracy L. Chase, Esq. 

Commission Counsel 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I certify that I am an employee of the Nevada Commission on Ethics and that on 
this day in Carson City, Nevada, I transmitted a true and correct copy of the NOTICE 
OF HEARING in Request for Opinion No. 14-64C, via email and U.S. Mail, addressed 
to the parties and interested persons as follows: 
 
 

John Wickett, Esq. 
Chan Lengsavath, Esq. 
Vegas Valley Law, LLC 
6130 Elton Avenue 
Las Vegas, NV 89107 
 
  Attorneys for Subject 
 

Email:  john@mylawyerlv.com 
Email:  chan@mylawerlv.com   
 
 

Madaline Bravo-Pritchard 
Nevada Affordable Housing 
  Assistance Corporation 
5485 Kietzke Lane 
Reno, NV 89511 

Email: mbravopritchard@nahac.org   

  
Yvonne M. Nevarez-Goodson, Esq. 
Executive Director 
Jill C. Davis, Esq. 
Associate Counsel 
Nevada Commission on Ethics 
704 W. Nye Lane, Suite 204 
Carson City, Nevada 89703 
 

Email:  ynevarez@ethics.nv.gov  
 
Email:  jilldavis@ethics.nv.gov 
 

  
Dated:    June 29, 2015          

Employee, Nevada Commission on Ethics 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I certify that I am an employee of the Nevada Commission on Ethics and that on 
this day in Carson City, Nevada, I transmitted a true and correct copy of the NOTICE 
OF CONSOLIDATED HEARING in Requests for Opinion Nos. 15-02C, 15-08C, 15-
08C, via email and U.S. Mail, addressed to the parties and interested persons as 
follows: 
 
 

Rebecca Bruch 
Erickson, Thorpe & Swainston, Ltd. 
99 West Arroyo Street 
P.O. Box 3559 
Reno, NV 89505 
 
  Attorney for Subject 
 

Email:  rbruch@etsreno.com  
 
 

Yvonne M. Nevarez-Goodson, Esq. 
Executive Director 
Jill C. Davis, Esq. 
Associate Counsel 
Nevada Commission on Ethics 
704 W. Nye Lane, Suite 204 
Carson City, Nevada 89703 
 

Email:  ynevarez@ethics.nv.gov  
 
Email:  jilldavis@ethics.nv.gov 
 

Martha J. Hanna 
1516 Tee Court 
Fernley, NV 89408 
 
Kathy McClellan 
1700 Harvest Creek Way 
Fernley, NV 89408 
 
Dena Lopez 
P.O. Box 2132 
Fernley, NV 89408 

Email: mh1516t@gmail.com 
 
 
 
Email:  mcclellan5192@gmail.com 
 
 
 
Email:  denalopez01@sbcglobal.net 
 

  
  
Dated: July 7, 2015         

Employee, Nevada Commission on Ethics 
  

 



Page 1 of 7 

STATE OF NEVADA 
COMMISSION ON ETHICS 

http://ethics.nv.gov 

MINUTES 
of the meeting of the 

NEVADA COMMISSION ON ETHICS 

May 20, 2015 

The Commission on Ethics held a public meeting on 
Wednesday, May 20, 2015, at 9:00 a.m. at the following location: 

Grant Sawyer State Office Building 
Gaming Control Board 

Room 2450 
555 E. Washington Avenue 

Las Vegas, NV 89101 

These minutes constitute a summary of the above proceedings of the Nevada Commission on 
Ethics.  Verbatim transcripts of the open sessions are available for public inspection at  
the Commission’s office located in Carson City.  

OPEN SESSION: 

1. Call to Order, Roll Call, and Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.

Chairman, Paul H. Lamboley, Esq. called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  Also attending
were Vice-Chairman Gregory J. Gale and Commissioners John C. Carpenter, Timothy Cory, Esq., 
Magdalena Groover, Cheryl A. Lau, Esq., and Keith A. Weaver, Esq.  Commissioner James M. 
Shaw appeared via telephone. 

Present for Commission Staff was Executive Director, Yvonne M. Nevarez-Goodson, 
Esq., Commission Counsel, Tracy L. Chase, Esq., Associate Counsel Jill C. Davis, Esq., Senior 
Investigator, Anthony Freiberg and Senior Legal Researcher, Darci Hayden.  

2. Open Session for Public Comment.

No public comment.

The meeting was called into CLOSED session at 9:33 a.m. 

CLOSED SESSION: 

A. Closed Session pursuant to NRS 281A.440(8) for consideration of a Jurisdictional Appeal 
by the Requesters of Third-Party Request for Opinion No. 15-13N and Request for Opinion No. 
15-17N, submitted pursuant to NAC 281A.405. 

This Agenda item was held in closed session and will not be available to the public. 
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B. Closed Session for presentation, discussion and consideration of a Motion concerning 
Third-Party Request for Opinion No. 14-59C, regarding Gerald Antinoro, Sheriff, Storey County, 
State of Nevada, submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2).  Although this RFO is no longer 
confidential under NRS 281A.440(8) after the determination of the Investigatory Panel, the Motion 
presented contains otherwise protected confidential information and materials, and the Motion will 
be considered in a Closed Session pursuant to NRS 281A.440(15). 

This Agenda item was held in closed session and will not be available to the public. 

The meeting was called into OPEN session at 10:54 a.m. 

OPEN SESSION: 

1. Call to Order, Roll Call.

2. Open Session for Public Comment.

No public comment.

3. Open Session for determination of a Motion concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion
No. 14-59C regarding Gerald Antinoro, Sheriff, Storey County, State of Nevada, submitted 
pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2). 

This Agenda Item was called out of order.  Chairman Lamboley began by explaining that 
after hearing presentations of the facts by counsel in Closed Session Item B, the item will move 
to an Open Session for deliberation by the Commission.  The Chairman first expressed his 
appreciation to counsel, Mr. Brent Kolvet, Esq., counsel for Subject and Ms. Jill C. Davis, Esq., 
Associate Counsel for the Commission, for presenting the facts and then proceeded with 
housekeeping matters by asking for the Roll Call and Public Comment, and excusing from the 
proceeding Commissioners Gale and Lau because they were members of the Investigatory Panel 
in this matter. 

The Chairman asked for questions from the Commission regarding Subject’s Motion to 
Dismiss which resulted in a Motion by Commissioner Cory to Deny the Motion to Dismiss in the 
matter of Request for Opinion No. 14-59C regarding Sheriff of Storey County, Gerald Antinoro. 
Commissioner Shaw seconded the Motion and the motion was put to a vote and carried 
unanimously.  

The meeting returned to CLOSED session at 11:06 a.m. 

CLOSED SESSION: 

C. Closed Session for discussion and consideration of a Proposed Stipulated Agreement 
concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion No. 14-64C regarding Ashok Mirchandani, Director, 
Nevada Department of Business and Industry, submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2). 

This Agenda Item was called out of order. This Agenda item was held in closed session 
and will not be available to the public. 

The meeting returned to OPEN session at 11:29 a.m. 
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OPEN SESSION: 
 
2. Open Session for Public Comment.  
 

This Agenda Item was called out of order. Chairman Lamboley called for Public Comment.  
No public comment. 

 
4. Open Session for consideration and approval of a Proposed Stipulated Agreement 

concerning Third-Party Request for Opinion No. 14-64C regarding Ashok Mirchandani, Director, 
Nevada Department of Business and Industry, submitted pursuant to NRS 281A.440(2) 

 
This Agenda Item was called out of order. Chairman Lamboley began by welcoming 

participants for the parties; Mr. John Wicket and Mr. Chan Lengsavath, counsel for Subject, and 
Ms. Jill C. Davis, Esq., Associate Counsel for the Commission.  

 
Vice-Chairman Gale disclosed for the record that Mr. Lengsavath worked for him in his 

previous position with the Gaming Control Board in the Audit Division, but that the employment 
relationship concluded six years in the past and he did not believe it would have any bearing on 
his decision-making in this matter. 

 
Commissioner Weaver disclosed for the record that, in his capacity as a private attorney,  

he previously participated in a client matter in which he was opposing counsel to Subject’s counsel 
in an unrelated matter but he did not think this personal business relationship would prevent him 
from voting on the matter.  However, he gave Subject’s counsel the opportunity to raise any 
concerns regarding his participation.   

 
Subject’s counsel consented to the participation of Vice-Chairman Gale and 

Commissioner Weaver in the respective matters. 
 
Commission Counsel Tracy L. Chase, Esq., stated for the record that a correction should 

be made for this item regarding the title of Subject.  Mr. Mirchandani’s title should indicate “former 
Deputy Director” of the Nevada Department of Business and Industry. 

 
Chairman Lamboley proceeded by opening Commission deliberation in which questions 

for factual clarifications were directed to parties’ counsel. 
 
Following questions and answers, Commissioner Weaver made a motion to reject the 

Stipulated Agreement on the grounds that the inadvertent use of the credit card is not an ethics 
violation and to dismiss any remaining allegations.  Commission Counsel Chase recommended 
amending the Motion to include only the first part to reject the Stipulated Agreement because the 
second part regarding dismissal of remaining allegations was not part of the agenda item.  
Commissioner Weaver amended his motion accordingly and the motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Lau.  The Motion was put to a vote carried unanimously.  Chairman Lamboley 
added that the matter is considered by the Commission as still open and active. 

 
The meeting was returned to CLOSED session at 12:04 a.m. 

 
CLOSED SESSION: 

 
D. Closed Session for discussion and consideration of potential or pending litigation. 

 
This Agenda Item was called out of order.  This Agenda Item was held in closed session 

and will not be available to the public. 
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The meeting reconvened in OPEN session at 12:15 a.m. 

 
OPEN SESSION: 

 
2. Open Session for Public Comment.  
 

This Agenda Item was called out of order. Chairman Lamboley called for Public Comment.  
No public comment. 

 
7. Open Session for discussion and potential direction to the Executive Director regarding 

the 2015 Session of the Nevada Legislature, including an update on the Commission’s legislative 
measures (A.B. 60) and budget presentations before the Nevada Legislature. 

 
This Agenda Item was called out of order.  Ms. Nevarez-Goodson reported that A.B. 60 

passed unanimously through the Senate and that it was currently waiting for enrollment, printing 
and the Governor’s signature. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson informed the Commission of the recent meetings with various 

legislators, local government representatives and Lieutenant Governor Hutchison regarding 
establishing quarterly or semiannual meetings going forward during the next biennium to talk 
about relevant ethics law reform, if any.  Some of the ideas being discussed concern providing 
the Commission with more discretion in its ability to resolve third-party cases.  These meetings 
would give the Commission an opportunity to invite interested parties to come forward prior to the 
next session with any concerns or input on proposed legislation.  This will help to prevent being 
surprised during session with opposition to proposed changes. 

 
Chairman Lamboley suggested that staff evaluate administrative rulemaking procedures, 

which are designed to solicit public comment on our proposed regulations as a comparable idea 
for pursuing public comment on proposed legislation. 

 
5. Open Session for consideration and approval of Minutes from the March 18, 2015 

Commission Meeting. 
 

This Agenda Item was called out of order. Chairman Lamboley called for approval of the 
March 18, 2015 Commission Meeting Minutes.  Commissioner Carpenter moved to approve the 
Minutes.  Commissioner Lau seconded the motion.  The motion was put to a vote and carried 
unanimously. 

 
The Chairman excused himself from the meeting. Vice-Chairman Gale presided over the 

remainder of the meeting. 
 

7. Open Session for discussion and potential direction to the Executive Director regarding 
the 2015 Session of the Nevada Legislature, including an update on the Commission’s legislative 
measures (A.B. 60) and budget presentations before the Nevada Legislature. 

 
This Agenda Item was called back into order.  Ms. Nevarez-Goodson concluded her report 

on legislative issues with an update on the budget, reminding the Commission that the budget did 
close before the Senate Finance and Assembly Ways and Means Committees but that the 
Executive Director and Commission Counsel salaries still need to be corrected to clarify the salary 
issues with the addition last session of the Associate Counsel position.  Based on the legislators’ 
perspective, an affirmative decision was made last session through committee meetings to add 
only the new Associate Counsel positions but not to adjust the other two salaries accordingly.  
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However, the Legislative communications to the Commission suggested that any salary correction 
be made through the unclassified pay bill. This Session, however, the Commission was not 
provided an opportunity to request adjustments after the Governor’s final budget was issued. Ms. 
Nevarez-Goodson suggested that testifying for budget enhancements is not normally done after 
the Governor has made his decision on an agency budget, but because the Commission has a 
unique status as a half legislatively appointed body, it might be possible to testify at the 
unclassified pay bill meeting, similar to what was suggested last session, if that meeting occurs 
and we are invited.  However, Ms. Nevarez-Goodson did not think we would be invited to the table 
for this discussion. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson requested that the Commissioners reach out to any of their 

respective contacts at the Legislature to discuss these adjustments. Ms. Nevarez-Goodson 
mentioned that she had spoken with Lt. Governor Hutchison regarding this issue who discussed 
it with Senator Kieckhefer. According to Lt. Governor Hutchison, Senator Kieckhefer indicated he 
had no problem with correcting the title disparity in the unclassified pay bill, but not the salaries.  
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson reminded the Commission that the impact to the State’s General Fund 
from these salary enhancements would only be $12,000 with $60,000 spread over the local 
government contributions. 

 
Vice-Chairman Gale asked the Commissioners to send emails to their respective contacts 

at the Legislature and asked Ms. Nevarez-Goodson to provide language they could use. Vice-
Chairman Gale stated that the Commission is not trying to go against the Governor’s position, but 
simply trying to fix a salary problem that has been in effect since last session. Ms. Nevarez-
Goodson agreed that we are not trying to ask for special treatment from other agencies with 
regard to salaries but rather seeking to fix this error before next Session because it would then 
turn into a six-year problem.  

 
6. Open Session for report by the Executive Director and Commission Counsel on agency 

status and operations, including, without limitation, an update regarding the status of pending 
Requests for Opinions, the Executive Director’s proposed outreach and education program, and 
the development of an externship program with UNLV’s William S. Boyd School of Law. 

 
This Agenda Item was called out of order. Ms. Nevarez-Goodson began by directing the 

Commission to the Request for Opinion (“RFO”) Chart in their meeting materials. Ms. Nevarez-
Goodson said this was being shared per the request of the Commission for a quarterly update on 
the status of our cases.  She noted there was one outstanding first-party opinion that would be 
completed soon, and that all other cases were on track and being completed timely, highlighting 
some third-party matters from last year that are still pending, but which have waivers of statutory 
timelines. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson then updated the Commission on the outreach and education 

program. Some of this effort was stalled due to case load and staff turnover in recent months, but 
outreach is getting back on track. Ms. Nevarez-Goodson and Ms. Chase have met with various 
public officers and department heads this week in Las Vegas and will be scheduling future training 
with their respective staff, in particular establishing an increased presence in the southern 
jurisdictions. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson turned next to discussion of her meeting with Dean Hamilton of 

UNLV’s Boyd School of Law, regarding an externship program with the law school for the Ethics 
Commission.  The Dean’s reception to an externship program was positive based on a discussion 
of the interesting and unique legal issues that would provide a great experience for law students.  
Having an extern to bolster the Commission’s staff will also be a plus.  This partnership will also 
help put the Commission more on the map throughout the State.  The Dean has externship 
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programs with other state agencies and the Governor’s Office, but he was not familiar with the 
Ethics Commission, our jurisdiction, or the very significant legal issues we have faced in the last 
five years.  Ms. Nevarez-Goodson stated she has also spoken with Boyd’s Extern Coordinator 
and they are working on developing a program that might begin in the Fall 2015 Semester or at 
least get advertising to the Fall students, then begin for the Spring 2016 Semester. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson reported further that Mr. Timothy Eacobacci, a recent graduate of 

Boyd School of Law, and current intern for the Attorney General’s Office, contacted her to intern 
for the Commission. An internship has been arranged with him over the next several months while 
he secures a permanent job.  Commission staff is sending him a package of materials, finalizing 
human resource matters and developing research projects. He is expected to start in June. 

 
Vice-Chairman Gale asked for clarification between an externship and internship.  Ms. 

Nevarez-Goodson explained that both will provide the same assistance to us from a law student 
but that the externship with Boyd will include a formal program developed specifically for the 
Commission and the students will obtain university credit from their work with the Commission. 
The Commission will also need to follow guidelines and terms developed for the program for 
evaluating the students’ work. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson continued her report by noting the upcoming election in July for a 

Chairman and Vice-Chairman and that several commissioner terms will be expiring over the next 
several months. She then went on to discuss upcoming Commission meetings noting that the full 
June 24 meeting will be cancelled.  However, there is a first-party that will need a meeting of the 
commissioners via teleconference and she will be following up with emails regarding scheduling. 

 
Ms. Nevarez-Goodson also informed the Commission that she was accepted into the 

Certified Public Manager program with the state and will begin the 18-month training in June.  Ms. 
Nevarez-Goodson received congratulations from the Commissioners regarding her acceptance 
into the program. 

 
In conclusion, Ms. Nevarez-Goodson brought to the Commission’s attention the recent 

trend in calls regarding questions about what constitutes a gift for the purposes of NRS 281A.  
While she has been able to generally assist these callers with some guidance from past 
Commission cases, she has had to clarify that NRS 281A does not define “gift.”  Ms. Nevarez-
Goodson stated that this appears to be a hot-button topic the Commission might want to address 
in a future legislative package or policy. 

 
8. Open Session for Commissioner Comment on matters including, without limitation, future 

agenda items, upcoming meeting dates and meeting procedures. 
 

No Commissioner comments. 
 

9. Open Session for Public Comment. Comment and/or testimony by any member of the 
public may be limited to three (3) minutes. No action will be taken under this agenda item. 

 
 No Public comments 
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10. Adjournment. 
 

Vice-Chairman Gale adjourned the meeting at 12:50 p.m.   
 
 

Minutes prepared by:     Minutes approved:  May 20, 2015: 
 
 
    
Darci Hayden         Paul H. Lamboley, Esq. 
Senior Legal Researcher     Chairman 
 
         
Yvonne M. Nevarez-Goodson, Esq.   Gregory J. Gale 
Executive Director   Vice-Chairman 
     
   


